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Clair A. Hill & Associates. He special-
ized in water resources, surveying,
mapping, and structural engineering,
before entering military service in 1941,
during World War II. He served 5 years
in the Aleutian islands. After the war,
in 1946, he reorganized his firm, which
grew steadily in responsibility and rep-
utation in the post-war boom.

Working from offices in California
and Alaska, Mr. Hill’s firm served cli-
ents such as the U.S. Air Force, the
Sacramento Utility District, and Pa-
cific Gas & Electric Company. Clair
Hill had an independent spirit, and his
reputation was embodied in his motto,
you will never succeed if you don’t try.

This dedication and independence
spurred Mr. Hill to obtain a pilot’s li-
cense and purchase his own airplane,
which he used to service projects
throughout California and the Pacific
Northwest. Frequently called ‘‘Califor-
nia’s Mr. Water,’’ Clair Hill was well
known as a major contributor to Cali-
fornia’s water supply planning and
management, having served for 32
years in the California Water Commis-
sion, 18 of those as chairman.

While on the commission, he signed
California’s original State water plan,
which outlined projects that today
store water in the State’s northern sec-
tion for use by communities and indus-
tries throughout the State of Califor-
nia.

In 1988 I was proud to assist in re-
naming Whiskeytown Dam, near Red-
ding, as the Clair A. Hill Whiskeytown
Dam. Mr. Hill’s assistance and advo-
cacy led to the development of the dam
and reservoir to benefit the Redding
area as part of the government’s Cen-
tral Valley water project. Although
Clair Hill retired as CH2M Hill’s Cali-
fornia regional manager in 1974, he re-
mained active as a consultant and ad-
viser to the firm’s water resources
practice until just recently.

Mr. Hill was the only honorary life
member of the California Water Com-
mission. Last year he was one of eight
civil engineers nationwide to receive
an honorary lifetime membership in
the American Society of Civil Engi-
neers. Clair Hill was also the first re-
cipient of the Association of California
Water Agency’s Lifetime Achievement
Award, and the National Academy of
Engineering elected him to member-
ship in 1992.

As I mentioned before, it was truly a
privilege to count Clair Hill among my
good friends. He will be missed by
many, and he will never be forgotten.
Clair Hill, our Nation thanks you.
f

‘‘SHORTAGE’’ OF INFORMATION
TECHOLOGY WORKERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I have risen
before to talk about the H–1B program,
and I think it is time to do it again, be-
cause so many of our colleagues have
not looked at this program.

A lot of people say, ‘‘H–1B, it sounds
like a new Air Force plane.’’ What in
fact it is is a program which allows for-
eign workers to come here temporarily
for a 6-year period and take jobs that
otherwise would have gone to Amer-
ican citizens. We permit that when the
companies have a hard time finding
people with specific skills.

In particular, the H–1B program was
started back in 1990 to alleviate what
was then seen as an anticipated short-
age of scientists and engineers, par-
ticularly at a Ph.D. Level. I do not
think that ever particularly was prov-
en to have come about, because in the
interim the Berlin Wall fell, and the
demand by our defense industry was a
lot less than we thought it should be.

The problem with this program is
that there is now no universally ac-
cepted definition of who these high-
tech workers need to be, particularly
as it goes to the information tech-
nology area. The reason I stress the in-
formation technology area is because
under the current program, we allow
65,000 temporary workers to come in a
year.

The Information Technology Associa-
tion of America is now coming to Con-
gress and saying, 65,000 temporary
workers is not enough. The fact of the
matter is that we never came close to
hitting 65,000 until last year. All of a
sudden a lot of companies out there,
particularly in the temporary training
and temporary employee business, have
discovered this as a way of making a
lot of money.

They have discovered a method
whereby they can find workers who
come from various countries, from
Pakistan, from India, from Russia, and
they can bring those workers in here,
and they are really little more, Mr.
Speaker, than indentured servants.
While they have H–1B status, the visa
is for an occupation, not for a certain
person. That person can be underpaid,
they can be forced to work 7 days a
week until they get their green card,
until they are forced to go back home
again. How many of them are going to
complain? In the meantime, these
high-tech jobs are not going to our kids
who are graduating from colleges and
universities with degrees, and could
easily be trained to go into these fields.

In particular, in information tech-
nology, that industry has defined their
technology so broadly as to try to
overdemonstrate the need for IT work-
ers. Yet, they define very narrowly
what the skills are that are needed to
fill these jobs.

The Information Technology Associa-
tion of America and the Commerce De-
partment of the United States govern-
ment defined the pool of qualified IT
workers as those who have obtained a
bachelor’s degree in computer or infor-
mation science. They did not consider
degrees or certifications in computer
or information science other than a
B.A. degree in those areas. They did
not stop and think that somebody who
has a degree in business or social

science or math or engineering or psy-
chology or economics or education
could be trained to do this technical
work.

As I have railed against this, some of
these companies that are out there hir-
ing these foreign citizens to take these
jobs that I think American citizens
could be trained to take, now all of a
sudden they have begun to strike back.
One of them wrote to the Pittsburgh
Post-Gazette this weekend. I was kind
of amused by this. She owns a com-
pany, and this lady’s name is Christine
Posti. She owns a company called Posti
& Associates.

She says that I ask why our compa-
nies cannot do the right thing and
train American workers. That is the
question I do ask. Ms. Posti says that
I am under the mistaken impression
that business exists to educate our citi-
zens, when really, it is up to the gov-
ernment to educate workers.

I am amazed. It is now up to the Fed-
eral Government, that big Federal Gov-
ernment, that is supposed to go out and
do all the job training for all the com-
panies in America. They bear no re-
sponsibility. We are going to let big
government take care of that. Who
pays for that? The fact of the matter is
that the taxpayers at every level, local
property taxpayers, State taxpayers,
Federal taxpayers, are being asked by
people like Ms. Posti to go out and sub-
sidize their companies. We are sup-
posed to train people.

If they cannot find people in the edu-
cation system that are already trained
to do it, they will go get foreign work-
ers, bring them here, and have them
take the jobs. What are our children
supposed to do? What are our displaced
workers supposed to be retrained to do?
What kind of a society will we have in
this country?

If Members remember NAFTA, when
we voted on NAFTA back in the 103rd
Congress we were told, we are going to
lose the manufacturing jobs. As we go
from a manufacturing society into an
information technology society, the
new information technology jobs will
go to our people. Now here we are, only
4 years later, and we are being told
that our students and our workers are
too dumb. We have to bring people in
from other countries to do it.

I would ask my friends and col-
leagues to take a look at the H–1B pro-
gram. Do not be fooled. Keep Ameri-
cans in the American jobs.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. EDWARDS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
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AIR FORCE PILOT RETENTION

ISSUE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
to talk a little bit tonight about the
state of our military. I was with my
good friend, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. JIMMY SAXTON) and the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. SAXBY
CHAMBLISS), two great members of the
Committee on National Security this
morning, observing a very interesting
and unusual exercise from our takeoff
point at Andrews Air Force Base. That
was the refueling of a C–5 aircraft
somewhere over Pennsylvania. We
went up and married up with an air-
craft and refueled her out of Dover, out
of Delaware, undertook a refueling.

We had an opportunity to talk to our
folks, our military folks, while we were
doing that, briefly, before the flight
and during the flight. Mr. Speaker, I
harken back to the days when I came
into Congress in 1980. In those days one
of our biggest problems was what we
called the people problem.

Coming from a Navy town, San
Diego, I saw that problem manifested
in the thousands of chief petty officers
who were getting out of the Navy.
Those were the people that really knew
how to make the ships sail. It was a
tremendous loss. We had a thousand
petty officers a month leaving the
Navy, and we could not replace them.

As I was briefed by these fine young
men and women in the Air Force this
morning, I could see that we are revis-
iting that people problem. It is prob-
ably across the board, but what we fo-
cused on today was the United States
Air Force.

I want to quote General Ryan, Chief
of Staff of the Air Force. He said that
last year more than 800 pilots refused
bonuses of $60,000 to extend their time
in service 5 years beyond the 9 they
signed up for. Only 36 percent of the pi-
lots at the 9-year mark agreed to stay
on, while the Air Force goal was 50 per-
cent, to avoid shortages.

Mr. Speaker, that means that we are
going to probably have a shortage of
about 835 pilots this year. The tax-
payers pay about $6 million, on the av-
erage, to train a pilot. When we lose a
pilot from the United States Air Force
and he goes out ahead of his retirement
time to work for an airline company or
to gain employment in another civilian
field, we lose a great asset.

b 2000
We not only lose the $6 million of

training time because when we find an-
other pilot to take his place, we have
to expend that $6- to $8 million to train
that pilot up, but we also lose the great
experience. And, of course, there is a
time lapse between losing those experi-
enced pilots and bringing on the newly
trained pilots. So we are losing this re-
source.

We have been asking people why they
are leaving. They are not leaving be-

cause of money. A few of them are cit-
ing dollars or pay as a reason for leav-
ing, but a lot of them are citing, most
of them are citing what they call qual-
ity of life. And a lot of that has to do
with what we were told about this
morning as being the extreme
OPTEMPO of our operations. We have
a much smaller Air Force now, for ex-
ample. We are down from 24 fighter
airwings during Desert Storm to only
about 13 today. Of course that reduc-
tion is reflected across the array of
U.S. Air Force aircraft. What that
means, if you are a pilot or a crewman
on one of those aircraft or a ground
crew, is that you are going to be work-
ing longer hours. You are going to be
called up when you do not expect to be
called up and when you have some
pressing business to do with your own
family. That means a lot of our folks
are not there to see their son’s gradua-
tion or their daughter’s wedding or any
of the other things that we do on the
civilian side, on the family side that
makes life bearable.

Because of that, a lot of folks are
saying, we are not in a war, this is not
an emergency; I am going to get a job
in an area where I can spend a lot more
down time with my family. So this is a
family decision that people are making
sitting around the kitchen table and
unfortunately they are making it, they
are coming down on the side of leaving
the Air Force.

Mr. Speaker, a lot of these folks that
are leaving are the senior people who
are qualified in very important fields.
A lot of them are instructor pilots. A
lot of them are examiner pilots. Aerial
refueling-qualified pilots, that is very
important because the United States
has the bulk and the backbone of the
free world’s refueling capability. A lot
of them are airdrop-qualified pilots and
special operation pilots. And so, Mr.
Speaker, we are facing this time when,
even though we are paying $22,000 addi-
tional bonuses now to try to keep these
pilots in, we are seeing this continued
retreat and exodus from the Air Force
of some of our most valuable and quali-
fied people.

We are going to have to do something
about that. It is probably going to be,
part of that answer to this problem is
going to be raising the top line because
we are going to need to have more
planes and more pilots if we are going
to do this job that we have been asked
to do over the last several years which
has extended our OPTEMPO. I will be
talking tomorrow about some other
problems.
f

ON CHILD CARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. SNYDER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SNYDER. I could not help but
think, when the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER) was speaking, I
have Little Rock Air Force base in my

district and one of the places I like to
visit on the base is the child care cen-
ter there. It is a top flight, very high-
quality child care at the center, but it
is one of those issues that most Ameri-
cans do not think about, that so many
of our military dependents now have
children and they have to be cared for
or their parents will decide to get out
of the Air Force.

What I wanted to discuss briefly with
my colleague, the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is this issue of qual-
ity child care. I am from Arkansas. We
have a lot of working families there
that have two folks working or single-
parent families and the parent needs to
work. How do you find quality child
care during the day or the evening
when your kids are home alone?

I am also a family doctor. We have
seen a lot of research come out in the
last couple years about how important
brain development is in the early years
of a child’s life and that again points to
the need for quality child care.

A lot of my district, Mr. Speaker, is
rural. As I have traveled around the
district, a lot of the parents do not
have the option in the rural areas for
quality child care that some of the
other areas of my district and of the
country do. Based on that basis of in-
formation and experience, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and
myself worked on a bill that would pro-
vide a source of funding that would
give school districts in America the op-
tion of beginning a quality child care
program for their parents if they
should choose to in their school dis-
tricts.

I yield to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN) to discuss the topic fur-
ther.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. SNYDER) and I have been
working on this legislation for some
time. It is called the Education Child
Care Partnership Act. This has been
something we and our staffs have real-
ly put some time and energy into. It is
a bill that, if passed, would really ex-
pand working families’ options for
quality care for their young children.

In Maine, when I ran for this office, I
called for a new national initiative on
child care, and I did that because as I
traveled around my district in Maine,
what I heard from young parents con-
sistently, day in and day out, was that
they were finding that child care was,
number one, not readily available and,
number two, often more expensive than
they could afford. Every day all across
this country many parents simply have
to go to work and now trust the most
precious, the most important people in
their lives, their children, to someone
else.

We have in this country 13 million
kids under the age of 6 in child care
during the day. And too much of that
child care is of mediocre quality but
still not affordable to most working
families. The Education Child Care
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